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INTRODUCTION 
County bridges represent a mounting problem for county road 
officials in Indiana. Each year the explosion of population, automobiles, 
and suburban living generate greater demands for all types of county 
road services; each year traffic loads on bridges are heavier, wider, and 
more frequent; each year our old bridg·es are less adequate through age 
and obsolescence; each year construction costs increase over previous 
levels. In short, with each passing year, the county bridge problem 
becomes more critical and more difficult to solve. 
County bridges are by no means a new problem to county road 
officials. Historically, bridges have always represented a necessary but 
costly part of highway development and operation. In Indiana, as with 
most other states in the Midwest, the majority of the existing county 
bridges were built around the turn of the cenutry to complete the 
develoment of the early county road systems. While these early bridges 
were adequate for the traffic needs of the times, they are completely 
inadequate for today's farm equiJ;Jment, milk trucks, fuel trucks, grain 
trucks, school buses, and construction equipment. 
The purpose of this report is to bring county bridge needs into 
focus-state-wide and county-by-county-through a detailed computer-
ized inventory listing of all existing county bridges. Each county's 
inventory listing has been further summarized as to the number of 
bridges by length and width categories, along with an estimated replace-
ment cost. This inventory report thus gives a measure and dimension 
to the county bridge problem. Hopefully this information will assist 
local road officials, legislative study groups, and members of the General 
Assembly in weighing alternate solutions to the financing of county 
bridge programs. 
This inventory report points out that state-wide, Indiana counties 
have more than 14,000 bridges (structures over 20 feet in length). 
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Of these, more than 10,000 (or about 75 percent) are one-lane bridges. 
In addition there are thousands of old, narrow culvert structures less 
than 20 feet in length. State-wide cost estimates for replacing the one-
lane bridges alone, amount to more than $600 million. The counties 
have traditionally used a cumulative bridge levy (county taxation) as 
the principal source of revenue for construction and repair of county 
bridges. Therefore, the counties having a great number of bridges and 
a low assessed valuation face a real challenge. 
Using the maximum cumulative bridge level permissible (20 cents) 
and current assessed valuations, some 25 counties will require more 
than 100 years to replace the one-lane bridges alone; in three extreme 
cases, more than 200 years will be required. Thus, the overwhelming 
question county commissioners face in the matter of bridges is available 
funds to meet the needs. 
HERPIC BULLETIN-PLANNING AND FINANCING 
COUNTY BRIDGE PROGRAMS 
The county bridge inventory report supplements an earlier HERPIC 
bulletin, "Planning and Financing County Bridge Programs," Purdue 
Univeristy, Engineering Experiment Station, County Highway Series-
N o. 6, March 1963. This bulletin was published and widely distributed 
to county road officials throughout the state. 
The earlier bulletin reviews several areas of information on county 
bridge programs including: ( 1) the authority and jurisdiction over 
county bridges, (2) the various sources of funds for construction and 
repair of county bridges, and ( 3) the fiscal process of making appro-
priations and expenditures for construction and repair of bridges. In 
addition, the bulletin outlines methods for county-wide bridge inven-
tory, condition and priority rating of bridges, and formulating a county-
wide program for bridge improvements. 
There have been no major changes in the applicable laws or statutes 
since the bulletin was published. Therefore, the information and recom-
mendations set forth in HERPIC Bulletin No. 6 should be given the 
fullest possible use and application. With the county bridge inventory 
listing and summary in hand, county commissioners should be able 
to arouse broad community interest and support for a vigorous county 
bridge improvement program. Moreover, with the inventory completed, 
most counties should be able to proceed directly with the condition and 
priority rating and the formulation of a comprehensive bridge improve-
ment program. 
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COUNTY BRIDGE INVENTORY LISTING 
The county bridge inventory reports (92) have been compiled by 
a computer program designed for this particular purpose. Each county 
report starts with a title page, followed by a legend page. Next comes 
the inventory listing of county bridges; the report ends with a sheet 
that summarizes the bridges by width, length, and estimated cost of 
replacement. It should be noted that each report has been paged with the 
total pages indicated. While the individual county report is mostly self-
explanatory, there are a few items that warrant review and emphasis. 
Inventory Data used to compile the county bridge inventory reports 
was made available by the Indiana State Highway Commission. The 
field data on county bridges was collected as a part of a state-wide 
inventory of highways, roads, and streets conducted by the Indiana 
State Highway Commission in cooperation with the Bureau of Public 
Roads. Without the original data this inventory listing and summary 
report would not be possible. 
Date Field Inventory Completed is indicated on each county report; 
these dates range from 1959 through 1964. County road officials should 
take special note of this date for their particular county. It is recom-
mended that county road officials up-date the inventory listing with 
information on any revisions or new bridges constructed after the date 
shown. 
Bridges Included in Inventory are bridges in unincorporated areas 
and on the county highway system plus bridges in cities and towns not 
on a state highway. The city bridges (not on a state highway) were 
included because these structures, with few exceptions, have been con-
structed and maintained as a county responsibility. It should also be 
pointed out that the inventory listing includes only those structures 20 
feet or more in length. Grade separations (overpass or underpass 
structures) are not included in the inventory; likewise, culvert struc-
tures (less than 20 feet in length) are not included. 
County-Line Bridges (also state-line) on all sides of the county 
are generally included in each county inventory report. Thus, the in-
ventory information is duplicated in the adjacent county. Administra-
tive responsibility for a particular bridge structure is of course, a matter 
of mutual agreement between the board of commissioners of the adjacent 
counties involved. 
Inventory Items Listed include some 13 items that identify each 
bridge by number, location, stream crossing, type, dimension, and other 
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physical characteristics. The following are brief comments on the 
column headings of the inventory listing.* 
COUNTY BRIDGE NO. 
INVENTORY ROUTE NO. 
KEY MAP LOCATION 
STREAM NAME 
These four items identify the bridge structure by number and loca-
tion. This reference information fixes the location on the County Road 
Inventory Key Map included with the bridge inventory report. 
FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION 
CONDITION RATNG 
These two column headings were provided for the use and conveni-
ence of county road officials at some future date. The functional classi-
fication refers to the importance rating assigned to the particular county 
road or inventory route on which the bridge is located. The condition 
rating refers to a numerical index of condition of the bridge structure 
based on field inspection and analysis. Both items of information should 




These items are indicated by alpha designations set forth m the 
legend of bridge types and structural materials. 
LENGTH (FT) 
HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE (FT) 
VERTICAL CLEARANCE (FT) 
STREAM HEIGHT (FT) 
NO. OF SPANS 
These five items of information describe the physical dimensions and 
characteristics of each bridge srtucture. Where the bridge facility is 
made up of two or more bridge types, the total length of the bridge 
crossing is the sum of all entries with the same COUNTY BRIDGE 
NO. Entries for VERTICAL CLEARANCE (FT) are shown only 
for structures having overhead cross-bracing, i.e., through truss bridges. 
The STREAM HEIGHT (FT) is the vertical distance from low 
steel on the structure to the normal stream level. 
*See also a sample county report and road inventory key map for Blackford 
County, Indiana included as an appendix to this report. 
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ESTIMATED SAFE LOAD (T) 
This item is only advisory information-the value indicated is only 
a visual estimate made at the time of field inventory. A condition in-
spection and safe load rating should be made annually by county high-
way engineer. 
Inventory Listing by Horizontal Clearance provides county com-
missioners with a convenient, ready-made planning tool. ISHC traffic 
engineering standards classify bridges for horizontal clearance as follows: 
ONE-LANE-Less than 18 ft. 
NARROW-18 ft. to 22 ft. 
ADEQUATE-More than 22 ft. 
Therefore, the computer program for the inventory of county bridges 
was designed for listing the county bridges by these three categories. 
This grouping of county bridges will make it easier for commissioners 
to concentrate on replacing the one~lane and narrow bridges. 
COUNTY BRIDGE INVENTORY SUMMARY 
The computerized report for each county ends with an inventory 
summary of all bridges in that particular county. The computer pro-
gram counted the number of bridges and summed up their combined 
length for nine different width-length combinations. The width and 
length groupings are as follows : 
Length Group 
Less than 50 ft. 
50 ft. to 100 ft. 
More than 100 ft. 
Horizontal Clearance 
Less than 18 ft.-one lane 
18 ft. to 22 ft.-narrow 
More than 22 ft.-adequate 
The summary also presents the number of bridges and their com-
bined length for the group totals of each category of length and width; 
likewise a grand total for all bridges in the county and their combined 
length. This information will be extremely useful to county commis-
sioners as a general overall measure of their bridge replacement 
problems. 
ESTIMATING BRIDGE REPLACEMENT COSTS 
With the bridges for each county summarized by width and length, 
an estimate of replacement cost was the next logical step. This informa-
tion is also presented on the summary sheet that ends the county report. 
However, there are certain limitations to the cost estimates that should 
be emphasized, as follows: 
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1. First, the replacement costs are truly estimates; they are pre-
sented solely to give a measure of the total financial resources 
necessary to replace all of the existing county bridges. 
2. The replacement costs are applied against all existing county 
bridges, irrespective of age or condition. It is assumed that 
eventually all bridges, even new ones, will have to be replaced. 
3. The estimated replacement costs are based on an average of a 
number of typical county FAS projects. The cost figures used 
will therefore do a reasonably good job of estimating a total 
county program; the cost figures are not recommended for esti-
mating the cost of a specific project. 
4. The estimated replacement cost is based on the minimum FAS 
requirements for two-lane bridges on rural highways with 400 
VPD or less. The actual unit cost figure is an av·erage price for 
bridge structures awarded to contract by the Indiana State 
Highway Commission on typical county FAS projects for calen-
dar year 196 7, plus average costs for engineering plans, specifi-
cations, and inspection. 
5. The estimated replacement cost does not include any factors 
to cover increases in construction cost that may be experienced in 
the future; they also do not take into account any construction 
cost differential that frequently prevails in metropolitan and in-
dustrialized areas. 
The following is a brief description of the several factors used to 
build up the estimated replacement cost, along with average values for 
the past five years. 
Length Factor is the ratio of the new bridge length to old bridge 
length. New bridges are usually longer than the old bridge they replace 
because of improved alignment of the new bridge and because a modern 
economic bridge design favors a "spill-thru" opening over the massive 
abutment openings that were commonly used on early bridges. A factor 
of 1.40 was used to compute the estimated replacement length. 
The five-year averages are as follows: 
Length Factor= Ratio: New Length/Old Length 
Year No. Proj. Avg. Ratio 
1963 18 1.41 
1964 22 1.43 
1965 16 1.37 
1966 16 1.39 
1967 14 1.23 
Five-year average= 1.376; use 1.40 
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Structure Costs were separated from the total project costs and 
converted to a cost per square foot of bridge structure, using outside 
dimensions. The five-year averages that follow reflect a cost-increase 
trend similar to that reported by the overall construction industry. 
Therefore, the 1967 average cost of $15.86 per square foot was used 
in the computations. 
Structure Costs-Dollars per sq ft 
Year No. Proj. Avg. 
1963 32 $12.56/sq ft 
1964 36 13.26 
1965 26 12.85 
1966 18 14.16 
1967 17 15.86 
Five-year average= $13.47; use 1967 
average cost of $15.86 per square foot 
Project Cost Factor is the ratio of total project costs to the structure 
costs for typical FAS county bridge projects. This factor was applied 
against the average structure cost so that an average cost for roadway 
approaches could be included. A factor of 1.44 was used in these 
computations. The five-year averages are as follows: 
Project Cost Factor= Ratio: Total Cost/Structure Cost 
Year Avg. Ratio No. Proj. 
1963 23 1.41 
1964 28 1.42 
1965 23 1.37 
1966 18 1.41 
1967 19 1.48 
Five-year average = 1.436; say 1.44 
Engineering Factor was set at 15 percent on the basis of typical 
fees being charged for engineering work. It should be pointed out 
that this factor will vary from job to job. The 15 percent factor used 
here is intended to include design plans and specifications, plus construc-
tion engineering and inspection. 
Cost Summary. A figure of $755 per lineal foot of new bridge was 
used to compute the estimated replacement cost in the county reports. 
It is believed this is a realistic average for computing the counties' 
financial needs in a total county bridge program. However, this figure 
is subject to the limitations that have been previously outlined. The 
following computations demonstrate how this figure of $755 per lineal 
foot was built up. 
-------,----,---,---:-:-'.--:--,,.,....,,,.,....,7""7"",,.,,,.,,,,.,,.,,..,..,,,,..,,..,,,. ______________________________ ----
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per sq ft-avg. structure costs 1967 
ft-min. design-width normally used on FAS projects 
with 400 VPD or less 
per lineal foot of structure. (bridge only) 
project cost factor 
per lineal foot of structure (total project) 
engineering factor including, plans, ~pecifications, and 
inspection. 
say $755 per lineal foot of bridge. 
STATE-WIDE COUNTY BRIDGE REVIEW 
Indiana's 92 counties have 14,046 bridges having a combined length 
of 788,548 feet or over 149 miles. The combined estimated replacement 
length is 1,103,967 feet or over 209 miles with an estimate replacement 
cost of over $833 million. Approximately 7 5 percent of the counties 
bridges are one-lane bridges of less than 18 feet horizontal clearance 
and approximately 65 percent are less than 50 feet in length. 
While many different statistical comparisons are possible, the reader 
should refer to: 
Table A-Summary of County Highway Bridges (State-vVide 
Grand Totals) and 
Table B-Inventory of County Bridges (State-Wide County 
Recap). 
These two tables summarize the most important items of information 
for state-wide comparisons. 
The state-wide county recap of number of bridges and their esti-
mated replacement cost shown in Table B, has also been presented in 
map form in Figures 1 and 2. This gives the information a map 
meaning and a geographic orientation. As to numbers of bridges, there 
are some 25 counties that have 200 or more county bridges. Marion 
County with its dense network of roads and streets has the greatest 
number of bridges-328; Ohio County, the smallest county in area, also 
has the least number of bridges-22. 
In Figure 1, it should be noted that many of the counties having 
great numbers of bridges also have flood plains and flood-water drain-
9 
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age; all the counties along the lower Wabash River are examples of 
this condition. Drainage ditches, no doubt, add to the number of 
bridges, such as in Jasper, Pulaski, and White counties. 
While the number of bridges in a county has a certain overall mean-
ing, the estimated replacement costs gives a better measure of bridge 
problems and needs. In this respect, there are some 37 counties where 
the estimated replacement cost for existing county bridges is $10 million 
or more. Interestingly enough, this group of counties generally out-



















estimated replacement cost bears little or no relation to the counties' 
ability to generate the necessary revenue. 
Traditionally, Indiana's counties have financed the repair and con-
struction of county bridges through a cumulative bridge fund (county 
taxation) authorized by statute (Burns 36-3910 et seq.). If we assume 
that the cumulative bridge fund will continue as the major source of 
revenue for county bridge replacement and also assume that the counties 
will use the maximum permissible levy of 20 cents, then we can estimate 
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Table C-Estimated Number of Years to Replace County Bridges 
Using Current Valuations and a 20 Cent Cumulative Bridge Levy 
shows the estimated number of years for both one-lane bridges and all 
county bridges. Figure 3 shows by map the estimated number of years 
to replace the one-lane bridges. Counties that have a low assessed 
valuation face a real challenge. With counties using the maximum 
permissible bridge levy (20 cents), there are some 25 counties that will 
require 100 years or more to replace their one-lane bridges alone; 
there are three additional counties (Crawford, Jennings, Owen) that 
will require more than 200 years to replace their one-lane bridges. 
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Fig. 1. Number of Bridges. Each number shown includes all bridges 
on a county road system plus city bridges not on the state highway 
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Fig. 2. Estimated Replacement Cost for Existing County Bridges. Map 
figures indicate millions of dollars. State total is $83,3.4 million. 
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ESTIMATED NUMBER OF YEARS TO REPLACE COUNTY BRIDGES 
USING CURRENT ASSESSED VALUATIONS AND A 20-CENT 


















































































































































































































































TABLE C Continued 
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF YEARS TO REPLACE COUNTY BRIDGES 
USING CURRENT ASSESSED VALUATIONS AND A 20-CENT 
























































































































































































































































TABLE C Continued 
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF YEARS TO REPLACE COUNTY BRIDGES 
USING CURRENT ASSESSED VALUATIONS AND A 20-CENT 
























































































































































































































































ACTION PROGRAM FOR COUNTY BRIDGES 
With the county bridge inventory reports in hand, there is good 
reason for each board of county commissioners to address itself anew 
to an action program of county bridge planning, repair and replacement. 
HERPIC Bulletin No. 6-"Planning and Financing County Bridge 
Programs" has a section devoted to programming for bridge improve-
ment. The following recommendations are submitted here to give 
emphasis to the guide lines set forth in HERPIC Bulletin No. 6. 
(A) County Road Classification is a recommended first step in 
formulating a comprehensive bridge program. Eventually, county road 
officials must decide on the relative importance of each county road 
route through their county. The importance of the road route will 
usually be a factor in deciding the importance of a particular bridge. 
The county road classification is basically a method of reducing the 
importance rating of each road to a planned network of roads having 
the same relative importance. 
"The County Needs Reports" published by the 1967 Indiana High-
way Needs Study includes a county map delineating a proposed system 
of county arterial roads, with the remainder of the county road system 
classified as local roads. It is recommended that county road officials 
use the system of county arterial roads recommended by the needs study 
as a point of beginning. 
County road officials should study . the county road classifications 
proposed by the Indiana Highway Needs Study. Such a review may 
show that the original proposal is adequate and satisfactory; on the 
other hand county road officials may find it desirable to change, expand, 
or reduce the network or arterial roads proposed by the needs study. In 
any event, county road officials should adopt a system of county 
arterial roads for their particular county. This is a necessary first step 
to good county road planning and management. It is necessary for all 
phases of county road planning and is especially needed for planning 
county bridge programs. 
( B) Condition Rating and Priority Rating of all county bridges 
should be a continuing program carried out by the county highway 
engineer. County bridges, particularly the older ones, should be in-
spected annually and a safe-load rating made for each structure. Field 
inspection immediately following seasonal floods is important for older 
structures since their condition can deteriorate quickly. 
A method of rating bridges for condition is presented in HERPIC 
Bulletin No. 6. This method, or some similar rating procedure, should 
be used to rate the condition of each structure and thereby establish a 
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priority for replacement or repair. Without a condition rating and a 
pnonty rating for each structure, county road officials have no mean-
ingful way to measure their immediate or long-range needs for bridge 
funds. 
It is also recommended that a separate priority list for bridge repair 
and replacement be drawn up for each category of county road classi-
fication, i.e., arterial and local roads. In this way a separate priority 
determination can be made for each level of road service. 
(C) Financial Plans for the county bridge replacement and repair 
programs are of course difficult, mainly because county road officials 
have pressing demands for improving all categories of county road 
service. However, the needs for added revenue must be met if these 
problems are to be solved. 
Indiana county road officials currently have three sources of revenue 
for county bridge programs; these are: 
Motor Vehicle Highway Account 
Federal Aid Secondary (FAS) 
County Taxation 
Cumulative Bridge Fund 
General Fund 
Bond Issues 
In working out a financial plan for bridge replacement and repair, 
county road officials should review the availability of funds from all 
possible sources. Unless some new source of revenue is developed, the 
cumulative bridge fund plus FAS funds will probably continue as the 
principal financial support for county bridge improvement programs. 
However, the FAS funds are limited to some $3.5 million annually 
and are allocated among the 92 counties. Therefore at the present level 
of funding, FAS funds cannot be expected to be a major source of 
revenue for new bridge construction. 
With respect to the cumulative bridge fund, there are only 10 or 12 
counties that are using the maximum permissible levy of 20 cents there-
fore county road officials with a low bridge levy should give serious 
consideration to setting a higher bridge levy for their county. In addi-
tion, serious consideration should be given to MVHA funds for short 
term needs, especialy for emergency repair and to bond issues for 
long-term needs, especially major river crossings and structures serving 
the county arterial road system. 
CLOSURE 
The county bridge inventory listing and summary should prove to 
be a useful planning tool to county road officials. The inventory in-
20 
formation has hopefully provided a better insight into county bridge 
problems in all the 92 counties. And to this end, the inventory should 
be helpful to commissioners in generating local interest and support for 
a more vigorous bridge construction and repair program. 
APPENDIX 
The appendix that follows includes a sample county report and road 
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-wo;z ... BLANK SP,1,qs-~1JoNA1. CL.,t,5511'"1CATION OF COUNTY ROADS AND CQNOlTION RATING OF' 
• COUNTY BRIDGES TO 8£ CoMPLETEO BY COUNTY HIGHWAY [NOJN[[Re 
• 
NO~;;;----rSfIMATEO ~ts ONLY A vlsu1t1.• EsT1H1tfE-MAO[--ACTHET1ME-OYFIELD"INv-t:NfoRY ........ . 
CONOHION tNSPEC1 ION AND SArE L0.t.O RATING SHOULD Be: MADE ANNl.!ALLY BY COUNTY HIGHWAY E.NiSlN[fA• 
NO ..... GUJOELINE PROCED~RES roR CONLlITION RATtNG--Of" CoiJNTY BRIDGES ARE SETf'ORTH 




NO.s .... COuN!Y ROAD Of'1~IALi sH00Lo AL.SO CONSULT THE INVENTORY DATA ON ROADS ANO STREETS AVAILABLE 1,:j;.I 
THRU·THE PLANNlNIOi OI~ISIONo INDIANA ST.t.TE HlQHil'AY COMIHSSlONo -C, 
" ,_. 
• 
. ------------------------------------·-------------··-·-··---·----------·------------------------·------·---··· ~ 
0 LEGEND Of LEGEND Of LEGEND OF ,. 
,~ __ J.!!)'Eillfil...BO~E.5~- -~-..BRlnaE....!~-• li.L.l.Y.ffSU ··---" 
ti C •COUrHY ROAD BL •BEAM LEG RB •ROLL£0 BEAM 9 
., S •STATE Hl!3Hil'U BL•!Se .anH I EG lffIU! KNEE RBAcINA RCI, aAEINfORCEQ COH[;RETf •Rc.tL.~-------·-·! 
U •UoS• ROUTE BAKA •BRIC.I(; ARCH kCG •FO;ElNFORi;.EO CONCRETE <HADER 
l •INTERS!,o,TE 85A •BO'W~TRING STEEL ARCH RCS •REINFORCED CONtRETE SLAB • • eel •C+wt::1 ti ACK IR! 1ss SBA •STONE BLOCK ARCH 
•le ... •Ol usro f"OR CRCG •CONCRETE REINFORCED CONCRETE GIRDER TB •TlHBER liEAH 
9 COUNTY ROUTE IN DPG •oe:CI\ PLATE GIRDER T6CT •THRU 6URR COVERE.o TRUSS 
ll---------~_w.c..o.He.Y.f!.4ill ·-~--. nl__~ .l.BJlS.S.._____ TJic.l__IIttRU -h.OliL.CO.Y.ERE0-18US5. _________ _ 
PLACE OR Iorm FS ·FLAT SLA6 TL •TRUSS LEG 
• HTPG •HALf" THAU PLATE GIRDER TPET •THAU PETIT TRUSS 
1i J CB! •!OW C•lllF! BAC!C TRUSS IpA •THHV pLAIE JURQ£R._----~----···-
LEGENO Of LPT •LOW PRATT TRUSS TPT •THRU PRATT TRtlSS 
• STRUCTURAL MATERIALS LPTFs •LO'W PRATT TRUSS FULL SLOPE TPRT •THAU PRATT TRUSS • 
• 
• 
I pTHH 84 ow PRATT TRU55 HALE 1:11p ~UJL.li.ARA.Eft..IllU$S _. ---·-·---·\ 
c ·•CONCRETE L'llT •Lo'W 'llARREN TRUSS Tl~Ce •THRU 0 RElNl'"ORCCD CONCRETE GIRDER 
s •STEEL LlilT.v •Loil' 'llARREN TRUSS lllTH 'VERTICALS TllHT •THHU WHl~Pl.E TRUSS -
;a :;~griE eLOCK P:" =~~~~~ :i~b~R ___!~_...IU.HRf.tt_1a_U_il___ ____ _ • 
• 
,., :6~~~~o'Z.L c~~~~~o=R~~G:R~~;E 1 :~!~~~~=E. -- ··~~-~~~~~L~~~~=[-;;~jt~~c;·~t!~:{N·~.~-----
• ANO FINANCING COUNTY BRIOG~ PROGRAMS. .i \!·· 
• 
"' 
•,....._____.SAMPLE REPORT __ _ • 
• • 
• • ~----------------_:_: _______________________________ ,.,.l ~ 
r8 S•BLACKFORO lNYl!:NTORV LI5TIN9 OF COUNTY. HIGHWAY BRIDGES '-&L.ACKP"OAD e; 
CH(IRIZONTAI. CLEARANC!: • LESS THAN li Fl} ~ . - ._,, ....
COUNTY 11'1VE~ KEY P"UNCT CONDIT BRIDGE 1.GTH HORJZ VERTJ STRM NO of STRUCl'!'M.HRL EsT. STREAM !ii° BRIDGE ilOUTE frilAP CLASS RA!IWG TYPE !FT) CLEAR CLEAR HGT SPAN~ SUPER SUBST SAFE NAME 0 
NO !110 Inc lrTl fET1 !il'Tl I ,,.a 
<Tl 
• 003 c- 15 8•07 RB 24 a.o 6 l s c 10 PAAtRIE CAK. 
. - --"---""----'"'-'""--""'"---------~ 012. C• 46 S•U2 RB 51 17.0 9 l S C 15 BRo&JG LICK CRK. 
• 013 c .. e o-uz TL.KS 50 ts.a l\ 1 3 s 15 BIG LICK CAK. 
016 C- 5 B•\13 R8 30 11\.0 T 1 II: r' 1'1 8R.AIB I TCK r:RK. 
OlT C• 5 ,l•Ul TL 70 lJ.11 13 l S S 10 LICK CRK. 
• 019 c- 13 e-o3 TL 71 15.0 ll 1 s s J BIG LlCK CRK. 
l______J)_~~lJ e-uJ RA 34 l7 0 l(I 1 s c l 0 BA BIA I ICK NIK 
oz1 c- 11 e-u2 TWT 92 14.0 1400 15 l 5 c zo Bli LICK CRX. 
• oz• c- Zl 0-01 R8 JZ 16.o 11 z s c 10 BRoBlli LICK caK. 
0 ____ ____..D.34 C• 6 £-01 l PT 60 1] 0 9 } s SR!C -l.--0----BJ.6 I IN CpK 0 
035 c- 4 O•Ul llB 31 13 0 0 10 l S C 10 BIG LICK CRKo 
• 039 c- 79 F-03 Re JO 16.0 7 l s c 20 LlTTLE LICK c~x:. 
:. ----.-~n ~-~II.I RB J4 17 Q 11 1 5 c 20 SIG I ICL...CBK........_ 
047 C• 37 (l•U'I RB 33 15 0 0 1 l S C 15 DITCH 8 049 C- 80 G•U4 RB 30 lT.O 6 1 S C 12 DITCH 
. __ .050 ---·-C.~.-l.l __ C\I. i5 .;1;.1 Oc!IM Dl.I.Clt.----------
052 c- 24 o-u6 LPT 45 14.0 9 l s c 8 PRAIRIE CRK. 
• OSJ c- J'il G•U6 esT 64 16.D 10 J 5 c•llD 15 51.0CUH DITCH 
5 -
055 G-06 RB 28 ls.a 6 l s c 20 DITCH 
• 056 c- 37 (l•\16 JPT 164 15.0 ie.o 22 l s c 2Q S.t.LUIONIE AtV~ 
____ .. OS7. ____ C~ ;n_ G•IH1 _________ RCA. ~---1.il.6. _ziJ._____88~1£_.Rl.'lf.___ ____ . ______ .,· 
059 C• 41 G•UT RCA 28 16 0 0 6 l C C 15 BR.Sl\LAMONIE CAK. Ct 061 C- 20 F•U6 RCG 24 l7 .o 5 l C C 11J SLOCUM OJT • -
_D~.2. __ C~--6.L.-f"~..!15 RB 28 IS 0 9 1 S C ) n $1 DCllM Dl 
078 C• 81 ·c-UT es,11 SO 14.0 9 1 5 C 5 PRAUUE CRKo 
• 082 c- Z6 c-uT TL 60 h.O 10 l 5 5 15 BR.PRAIRIE CAK .. 



































• S•ILACKFORO lNV!NTOAV LIST?NI or COUNTY HtlHlllAY IAlDeEs .... ACKP'ORD ·= 
' CQUNTY COIJJll'1f ~ 
tHOAIZONTAL CLEARANCE:··• ll P'T ·••· 22 ff} • 
,._ 4 OP'· ' • 
I '11 
COUNT'I' INVEN KEY P'UNCT CONDIT SAIDI! LITH HDAIZ V[RTI STAM NO Of STRUCT•MITRL IESTe STREAM ' II' BRIDGE ROUTE llAP CLASS AA!lNG TYPE tFTJ CLUR CLEAR HGT ·SP'AN~ SUPE:A SUIST !&" NAME • 
• 
• 001 C• 19 C•U7 RB 36 ls,O t l S C ·1:~ PAAllUE< CRK. • 
I :g: g: i~ ~::: :: :: ~:.: : ~ ; ~ i: ;:~;~I[~~=K. ·,~-
• 001 C• 2• 8•06 RB 42 19,0 9 l S C 15- BR,PAA.lRlE CRll!! • 
009 C• 3 A•05 pa +1 lg Q 14 1 ·s c JO VAi M!!f CH It 
01!1 C• 11 B•Ol AB 24 20 0 0 6 l S C 10 8R,81G .LJCK CRK, . 
• 023 C-• l'1 C•OJ AB Bl 21,0 1Z 3 S C 20 Ill Llt;K CRK,. • ~ 021 C• 23 n.04 pa 24 h o 1 1 s c ?Q l n11 r 1 rec r~~ 01 
• :~: ~= 2~ ~=~~ :: :~ ~:.:: l: ~ ~ ~ :: =~: t~~=-~::: ' • 
' :t~ ~: ;i ~=~t :; !! ~~.~ ; l ; ~ ~; ~l;'Uc~'g:"~~"'..• 11 • 
• 032 c- 71 0•01 AB 24 zo.o I 1 $ e \!I BR.at• LICK Cf!:~. • 
O]l C• 4 '•01 AB 42 Jo 0 I 1 s r 20 BIA I ICJc Cb ------;-!! O 
• :~; ~= ~~ ~::! :: ~: ~~:~ l~ ~ ~ ~ ~= .~~;C~JCK CRK. ~: 
a 041 c- II hO+ pA +o 2n A I 1 5 c ?Q 11• I Jew CAK . n ~I 
0+2 C• 31 ,_Q] RB 2+ 19.0 ' l s BRIC 12 DITCH .&:). I 
• O+J C• 31 , .. 114 RB 40 zo.o 6 l S C 15 DITCH ~ 
I' 044 C• ll f•Q4 pa 15 2o 0 JO 1 s r I pl!cw 11 ! 
::: g: ;; ::~! :: ~t ~::: ~t l ~ g ~: ~~;C~ICK CRK. • 
049 C• 31 O.Q4 JO Zn Q 1 ii' I --1J______Qllct 
051 C• 69 , .. 07 AS 28 zz.O 6 l $ C 20 DITCH 
• 060 C• 35 O•U RB ll 21.0 11 l S C 8 IR1SLOCUN DT. 
l' 06J C•J§ G•05 pe ?J lpQ ! I 5 c I BRS!QC:UNQI 





-·-----· . ---~---------1 
• 
• 






• ' ' "-SAMPLE REPORT ~ 
• • 
• • >------------------------------------------------~· ' 
• S•BLACKFORD INVENTORY LISTING OF COUNTY HIGHWAY BRlDOES !l•IL.ACKP'ORD 8i 
OotURIZONTAL CLEARANCE • MORE THAN ZZ FTI 1 ~ 
• ~·IEL -5 OF • • 
• 
• COUNTY JNVEN KEY FUNcT CONDIT 9RlOGE LGTH H0R1Z VERTI STAM NO OF STRUcT•M1.TRL EST. STREAM 
• 8RlOGE'. ROUTE ~AP CLASS R .. JING TYPE !FT) CLEAR CLEAR HOT SP.t.NS SUPER SUBST SAFE NAME 
NO tilO t.OC IS"Tl tFTI fS'TI" . I t'l.l.D 
• 
tTI 
• 004 c.. g e·06 Ra 31 24.0 1l l s c 10 lllALNUT CRI<. 
006 C• 23 D•IJ7 fS 56 24 o l n 3 c c zn pauptf CRK 
Ole c .. 32 g .. u1 F'S 54 2+.o g 3 c s•C 20 BR.BIG 1.lCK CRK, 
• 022 c .. 51 C:•UJ F'S 68 Je.o 13 3 c c zo LITTLE LZCK cf'.!;~. 
OZS C" 21 o .. oz f$ 68 2• 9 11 J C C ZQ BIG l ICK CAI(. • 051 C• 33 F"U6 FS 54 24.0 12 3 C C 20 51.0CUM OJTCH 
• 091 , .. 78 . B•UJ FS 23 24,0 a l c e zo 8R181G 1.lCK c~~· • ~S "'Ill r'IN ST•TE wJm.iwav cT<:Ti;M • 
• ________!1!fil.FORIJ CITY ~·---· • 
• 
. ------- --002 JEFFERSON ST, RB ~,. .. 1.u 'ii 1 S C 
OOJ MONROE ST• 0 ____s_________c 
1! BRoBICi LICK CA1 
JS BR.Bili I ICIC Ch---·---
• 
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No . 8 
No. 9 
No.10 
County Highway Series 
Dust Control on Unpaved Roads (20 pages) 
Roadside Weed and Brush Control with Chemicals ( 34 
pages) 
County Subdivision Control: Model Ordinance with Discus-
sion ( 46 pages) 
Principles of Highway Drainage· and Erosion Control (65 
pages) 
An Analysis of Traffic Accidents on County Roads (26 
pages) 
Planning and Financing County Bridge Programs (66 pages) 
Minor Maintenance of County Bridges (44 pages) 
County Bridge Painting ( 49 pages) 
Annual Travel on County Highways of Indiana (22 pages) 
Inventory of Indiana C minty Bridges (27 pages) 
HERPIC REPORTS 
Better County Roads 
1-61 Mineral Aggregate Materials for County Road Construction 
(4 pages) 
2-61 Sizes and Gradings of Aggregates for Road Construction ( 4 
pages) 
3-61 Bituminous Materials for County Road Construction (4 pages) 
4-61 Cumulative Bridge Funds for Construction and Repair of 
C aunty Bridge·s ( 4 pages) 
5-61 Cumu.Zative Bridge Funds-Questions and Answers on Estab-
lishment and Use ( 4 pages) 
ALSO 
Handbook of Facts and Figures on Indiana County Roads-
including Directory of Indiana County Highway Departments 
(Information piece-SO pages) 
Write requests to: 
HERPIC 
Civil Engineering Building 
Purdue University 
Lafayette, Indiana 47907 
THE SCHOOL OF ENGINEERING AT 
PURDUE UNIVERSITY 
Graduate degrees are offered in the fields of aeronautical and 
engineering sciences, and agricultural, chemical, civil, electrical, 
industrial, mechanical, metallurgical, and nuclear engineering. 
The research activities in these fields are conducted as a part 
of the program of graduate instruction with students participat-
ing under the direction of their professors. As the engineering 
profession faces increasing responsibilities for dealing with prob-
lems whose solutions lie at the frontiers of knowledge, the pro-
grams of graduate research and education in the engineering 
schools are increasingly concerned with the fundamentals of the 
physical sciences and mathematics. 

